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ABSTRACT 


OPERATIONAL  MANEUVER  IN  THE  90S:  Is  Army  Aviation  a  Viable 
Option?  by  Major  Michael  T.  Inman,  USA,  41  pages. 


Operational  maneuver  is  a  key  element  of  operational  art  and 
AirLand  Battle  Doctrine.  Some  prominent  theorists  have 
argued  that  our  modern  mechanized  forces  do  not  possess  the 
requisite  characteristics  for  modern  operational  maneuver. 
Brigadier  Richard  E.  Simpkin  and  General  Ferdinand  M.  von 
Senger  und  Etterlin  wrote  extensively  during  the  1980’s  on 
the  Subject.  They  argued  that  the  answer  to  the  problem  was 
airmechanization ,  the  employment  of  a  force  organized  around 
a  rotary  wing  Main  Battle  Air  Vehicle  (MBAV)  in  an  air 
maneuver  role. 

This  Study  examines  the  history  and  theory  of  operational 
maneuver  to  determine  the  requisite  characteristics  for  an 
operational  maneuver  force.  It  then  examines  current  and 
conceptual  Army  rotary  wing  forces,  to  include  Soviet  air 
assault  brigades,  to  determine  if  these  forces  possess  the 
capability  to  perform  operational  maneuver. 

The  conclusion  of  the  study  is  that  current  Army  aviation 
units,  in  particular  the  corps  aviation  brigade,  are  capable 
of  fulfilling  the  role  of  operational  maneuver  forces.  The 
vertical  envelopment  capabilities  of  the  air  assault 
division  give  that  division  operational  maneuver 
capabilities.  Present  aviation  organizations  are  not 
optimally  configured  for  operational  level  air  maneuver. 

The  organizat ions  have  difficulty  achieving  significant 
mass,  and  Sustaining  themselves  for  long  periods  in 
independent  operations.  Further,  our  doctrine  does  not 
emphasize  the  employment  of  aviation  in  mass  to  achieve 
operational  results.  The  proposed  AirLand  Battle  Future 
corps  aviation  has  the  potential  to  overcome  these 
1 imitations . 

The  Study  recommends  that  doctrinal  and  organizational 
revisions  now  in  progress  place  more  emphasis  on  the 
employment  of  operationally  Significant  air  maneuver  forces 
in  mid-  and  high-intenSi ty  conflicts. 
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OPERATIONAL  MANEUVER  IN  THE  90S: 

Is  Army  Aviation  a  Viable  Option? 

Mobility  id  the  Keynote  of  War. 

Napoleon1 


I .  INTRODUCTION 

In  1982  the  United  Stated  Army  introduced  a  new 
war fighting  doctrine  called  AirLand  Battle.  The  new 
doctrine  wad  developed  in  part  to  counter  criticism  that  the 
Army  relied  too  much  on  firepower  and  attrition  in  its 
Active  Defense  doctrine.3  It  recognized  the  increased 
emphasis  which  the  Army  was  placing  on  operational  art  and 
maneuver.  AirLand  Battle  doctrine  calls  for  seizing  the 
initiative  and  using  it  aggressively  to  accomplish  the 
mission.  The  doctrine  states  that  the  'best  results  are 
obtained  when  powerful  blows  are  struck  against  critical 
units  or  areas.  .  .  .  CTlheSe  operations  must  be  rapid, 

unpredictable,  violent,  and  disorienting.’* 

AirLand  Battle  Doctrine  calls  for  fast  paced  actions 
with  operational  objectives  that  provide  for  the  creation  of 
opportunities  to  fight  on  our  terms  by  taking  advantage  of 
the  enemy’s  vulnerabilities.  It  stresses  flexibility, 
concentration,  and  Synchronized  joint  operations,  and  calls 
for  ’aggressive  exploitation  of  tactical  gains  to  achieve 
operational  results.”4  The  doctrine  is  embodied  in  the 
’four  basic  tenets,  initiative,  agility,  depth,  and 

O 

Synchronization.  * 

AirLand  Battle  Doctrine  places  heavy  emphasis  on  the 
use  of  maneuver  in  the  conduct  of  battles  and  campaigns. 
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Maneuver  refers  to  ’the  movement  of  forces  in  relation  to 
the  enemy  to  Secure  or  retain  positional  advantage. ’* 
ClauSewitz  wrote  that  ’In  its  ordinary  meaning  of  the  term 
maneuver  carries  the  idea  of  an  effect  created  out  of 
nothing,  So  to  speak  ...  by  using  the  mistakes  into  which 
the  enemy  can  be  lured.  .  .  . *T 

The  concept  of  tactical  maneuver  in  warfare  has  been 
understood  at  least  Since  371  B.C.,  when  the  Theban 
Epami nondas  introduced  mass  and  economy  of  force  to  end 
Spartan  hegemony  at  the  Battle  of  Leuctra.*  Operational 
maneuver  was  not  commonly  recognized  until  after  the 
American  Civil  War,  although  the  idea  of  maneuvering  large 
forces  rapidly  to  gain  positional  advantage  was  an  essential 
part  of  Napoleonic  warfare.* 

’ Operat i onal  maneuver  Seeks  a  decisive  impact  on  the 
conduct  of  a  campaign.  It  attempts  to  gain  advantage  of 
position  before  battle  and  to  exploit  tactical  successes  to 
achieve  operational  results.’10  Inherent  in  the  maneuver 
concept  is  the  idea  of  movement  in  relation  to  the  enemy. 
This  requires  a  difference  in  the  relative  mobility,  agility 
and  flexibility,  both  within  the  maneuvering  force  and 
between  the  two  opposing  forces.  The  possession  of  Superior 
mobility  or  superior  firepower  by  one  side  has  frequently 
led  to  victory  in  wars  throughout  history. 1X 

Operational  maneuver  is  a  key  element  of  operational 
art  and  Airl.and  Battle  Doctrine.  However,  Some  prominent 
theorists  have  argued  that  our  modern  mechanized  forces  do 
not  possess  the  requisite  characteristics  for  operational 
maneuver.  Richard  E.  Simpkin,  then  a  retired  Brigadier  in 
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the  Royal  Tank  Corps,  and  the  late  General  Ferdinand  M.  von 
Senger  und  Etterlin,  former  Commander  in  Chief,  Allied 
Forces  Central  Europe  (CINC  AFCENT) ,  wrote  extensively 
during  the  1980’s  on  the  Subject  of  airmechanizat ion . 12 
They  held  the  belief  that  ground  maneuver  forces  do  not 
possess  the  Speed  and  mobility  to  serve  as  reserves  and 
counterattack  forces  for  North  Atlantic  Treaty  Organization 
(NATO)  armies . 15 

Airmechanizat ion  refers  to  the  employment  of  large 
rotary  wing  forces  built  around  a  main  battle  air  vehicle 
(IfBAV)  .  General  von  Senger,  based  on  his  experience  as  CINC 
AFCENT,  Saw  a  need  for  Such  forces  as  operational  reserves 
for  theater  commanders.1,4  While  the  theories  of  Brigadier 
Simpkin  and  General  von  Senger  differed  in  the  details  of 
how  such  a  force  might  be  organized,  both  men  agreed  that 
such  a  force  provided  the  mobility  and  firepower  for 
maneuver  that  would  be  required  in  future  wars.  U.S.  Army 
doctrine  acknowledges  the  capabilities  of  aviation  for 
tactical  air  maneuver,  but  does  not  recognize  this  potential 
at  the  operational  level.18 

The  purpose  of  this  study  is  to  determine  if  modern 
rotary  wing  aviation  formations  can  perform  the  functions  of 
operational  maneuver.  The  Study  will  examine  the  history 
and  theory  behind  operational  maneuver  to  determine  the 
requirements  for  high  mobility  maneuver  forces  and  the 
characteristics  of  Such  forces.  The  study  will  then  examine 
the  capabilities  and  limitations  of  aviation  organizations 
(conceptual  and  existing)  to  determine  if  aviation  can  meet 
these  requirements  for  the  U.S.  Army  in  the  1990 *s. 
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II.  MANEUVER  IN  HISTORY  AND  THEORY 


Speed  id  the  eMence  of  mobility.  Take  advantage 
of  the  enemy* a  unpreparednedd ;  travel  by 
unexpected  routed  and  strike  him  where  he  had 
taken  no  precautiond. 

Sun  Tzu1* 

Early  Tactical  Mobility  and  Maneuver 
Commanderd  have  alwayd  dough t  an  advantage  in  mobility 
over  their  opponent  in  war.17  They  have  traditionally 
included  a  mobile  element  in  their  force  to  provide  thid 
advantage.  The  Greek  introduction  of  the  phalanx,  a 
formation  of  heavy  and  light  infantry,  wad  in  recognition  of 
thid  principle.  Alexander  capitalized  on  the  principle  when 
he  matched  the  mobility  of  hid  cavalry  with  the  superb  Greek 
infantry.  He  * .  .  .  organized  heavy  and  light  cavalry,  and 

trained  them  to  fight  in  clode  cooperation  with  hid 
infantry. ' x * 

Napoleon,  perhapd  more  than  any  commander  in  hidtory, 
underdtood  the  importance  of  mobility.  The  military  maxim 
’march  divided  and  fight  concentrated'1*  required  hid  army 
to  poddedd  an  advantage  in  dpeed  and  agility  over  hid 
opponentd.  To  achieve  thid  he  lightened  hid  infantry  and 
quickened  the  rate  of  march  to  120  paced  per  minute. 

Napoleon  aldo  highly  valued  hid  cavalry,  and  exploited  the 
mobility  advantage  of  that  arm.  He  once  daid,  * tclavalry  id 
udeful  before,  during  and  after  the  battle.’30  Napoleon 
formed  hid  cavalry  into  deveral  typed  of  heavy  and  light 
organizationd .  He  employed  the  heavy  cavalry  to  defeat  the 
enemy  cavalry  and  to  exploit  breached  created  by  artillery 
fire.  Heavy  cavalry  condtituted  the  bulk  of  hid  cavalry 
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reserve.  Dragoons  were  essentially  used  as  mounted 
infantry,  using  their  horses  for  mobility,  but  dismounting 
to  fight.  The  light  cavalry  was  primarily  concerned  with 
Screening  and  reconnaissance  duties.31 

Origins  of  Operational  Maneuver 
The  role  of  cavalry  did  not  Significantly  change  until 
the  American  Civil  War.  Both  the  Union  and  Confederate 
Armies  began  the  war  using  their  cavalry  in  the  traditional 
roles  of  Security,  shock  action,  and  raiding.  As  the  war 
progressed,  Union  cavairy  tactics  changed.  Gradually,  the 
Union  began  to  use  their  mobility  more  as  a  means  to  deliver 
firepower  rather  than  for  shock  action  or  raids.  By  the  end 
of  the  war  Union  cavalrymen  more  often  than  not  fought 
dismounted  in  dug  in  positions.33 

Early  in  the  war  General  James  H.  Wilson,  Serving  as 
Chief  of  the  Cavalry  Bureau  for  the  Union  Army,  argued  for  a 
larger  role  for  cavalry  units.  HiS  earlier  experience  with 
cavalry  armed  with  the  Spencer  repeating  rifle  led  him  to 
be  1 ieve : 

that  large  bodies  of  men,  possessing  the  fire 
power  that  the  Spencers  gave  them,  called 
'cavalry*  for  convenience,  but  ueiag  horses  merely 
to  make  them  more  mobile  in  the  highest  degree, 
could,  without  the  aid  of  infantry,  fight  their 
way  through  the  opposition,  and  if  need  be,  could 
even  occupy  territory.33 

The  Union  Army’s  use  of  cavalry  provides  perhaps  the 
earliest  example  of  operational  maneuver.34  In  1865  General 
Wilson  led  a  Separate  cavalry  corps  of  13,000  troops, 
essentially  a  separate  army,  on  a  bold  maneuver  through 
Alabama  to  Seize  the  key  Confederate  cities  of  Tuscaloosa, 
Selma,  Montgomery,  and  Columbus,  Georgia.  In  undertaking 
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this  venture  he  abandoned  his  lined  of  communications  and 
Supplied  hid  army  from  captured  Stocks. 

Liddell  Hart’s  assessment  of  the  Civil  War  led  him  to 
conclude  that  there  are  two  essential  elements  for  ‘true 
mobility;'  training  and  flexibility.  He  believed  that  only 
a  professional  army  could  meet  the  requirement  for  training. 
At  the  time  of  the  Civil  War  training  was  available  only  in 
war.  He  wrote  that,  '.  .  .  a  long  war  or  a  Short  peace  .  . 

.’  are  essential  for  developing  an  effective  organization 
for  maneuver.38 

Liddell  Hart’s  Second  requirement  for  mobility  was 
flexibility.  In  the  Civil  War  the  use  of  railroads,  while 
vastly  improving  the  strategic  mobility  of  troops  and 
supplies,38  actually  cost  commanders  their  flexibility  for 
large  unit  maneuver.37  Railroads  made  it  possible  to  field 
armies  in  multiple  theaters  of  war  for  the  first  time,  and 
to  rapidly  transfer  troops  and  supplies  between  the  armies. 
However,  the  reliance  on  railroads  limited  maneuver  as 
commanders  allowed  themselves  to  become  tied  to  the  trains 
for  Support.  It  was  the  rare  commander  who  would  abandon 
his  line  of  communications  to  maneuver  freely  against  the 
enemy.  Grant  (Vicksburg),  Sherman  (Atlanta  to  Savannah), 
and  Wilson  were  the  exceptions  to  the  rule.  It  took  the 
Union  Army  four  years  to  forge  the  instrument  and  develop 
the  leaders  to  conduct  mobile  war.  It  would  be  70  years 
before  an  army  could  wage  mobile  war  on  this  scale  again. 

By  World  War  I  the  dependency  of  armies  upon  the  rail 
lines  for  Strategic  mobility  had  greatly  increased.  The 
loss  of  flexibility  attendant  with  this  change,  and  the 
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maddive  firepower  of  machine  gund ,  artillery,  and  to  a 
ledder  extent  airplaned,  made  defende  the  preeminent  form  of 
war.  Armied,  once  detrained,  were  limited  for  mobility  to 
the  rate  of  march.  In  Liddell  Hart’d  words ,  'the  long- 
overlooked  leddon  of  the  American  Civil  War  wad  repeated 
that  the  development  of  railwayd,  and  armied’  dependence  on 
duch  communications  .  .  .  fodtered  the  deployment  of  larger 

numberd  than  could  be  maintained.  .  .  .  "a* 

World  War  I,  begun  with  the  bold  operational  maneuvers 
of  the  Schlieffen  Plan  and  Joffre’d  countering  Marne 
maneuvers ,  quickly  turned  into  a  war  of  attrition.  Neither 
dide  could: 

dolve  the  problemd  of  combat  movement,  mobile 
f ire-dupport ,  or  logidtical  dupport  in  order  to 
carry  tactical  exploitation  to  itd  logical, 
decidive  concludion  before  the  defender  could 
dhift  reserves  to  clode  the  gap.5** 

In  November  1917,  the  Britidh,  deeking  to  overcome  the 
mobility  deficiency  in  the  combat  unitd,  launched  the  firdt 
madd  tank  attack  in  hidtory  at  the  Battle  of  Cambrai . 
Increased  logidticd  demandd  and  lack  of  planning  for 
rederved  doomed  the  operation  co  failure,  but  not  before  the 
tank  had  demondtrated  a  potential  for  tactical  and 
operational  maneuver.  Once  again,  there  wad  available  a 
force  capable  of  fadt  paced  maneuver.  J.F.C.  Fuller 
concluded  that  the  dupreme  tactical  leddon  of  the  war  wad 
that : 

petrol-power  enabled  armor  to  be  reintroduced,  and 
armor  enabled  of fendive-power  to  be  protected, 
thud  it  enabled  the  primary  function  to  be 
reintroduced.  It  reedtabl idhed  tacticd  ad  art.30 


7 


World  War  I  on  the  eastern  front  was  much  different 

than  in  the  west  for  two  principal  reasons.  First,  the 

length  of  the  front,  the  lower  relative  density  of  forces, 

and  the  lack  of  transportation  infrastructure  combined  to 

create  more  opportunities  for  maneuver.  Second,  the 

opponents  were  more  disposed  to  conduct  maneuver  warfare. 

The  Germans  had  a  long  maneuver  tradition,  and  the  Russians 

had  increased  the  emphasis  on  maneuver  in  their  doctrine 

after  their  humiliating  defeat  in  the  RuSSo-JapaneSe  War.’1 

Operational  maneuver  persisted  throughout  the 
three  years  of  fighting  without  either  Side  being 
able  to  gain  the  upper  hand.  Commanders  on  both 
Sides  developed  the  techniques  necessary  for  a 
breakthrough  but  were  unable  to  transform  the 
breakthrough  into  a  sustained  drive.  ...  It  is 
probably  fair  to  describe  the  1914-1917  struggle 
as  a  mobile  war,  in  which  neither  Side  was  able  to 
execute  decisive  maneuver.*3 

The  near  total  absence  of  mechanized  forces  allowed  the 

cavalry  to  serve  as  the  principle  Source  of  mobility  on  that 

front,  although  it  was  not  particularly  effective.** 

After  World  War  I  the  Soviets  had  an  opportunity  to 

further  practice  operational  art  and  maneuver  in  their  Civil 

War.  Cavalry  continued  to  enjoy  a  preeminence  that  it  no 

longer  held  in  the  West.  In  AuguSt-September  1919  White 

Army  General  K.  K.  llamontov  used  his  cavalry  corps  to 

conduct  a  highly  effective  deep  strike  mission  through  the 

Red  lines  and  into  the  rear  of  the  Southern  Front. *4  In 

November  1919,  the  Soviets  responded  to  this  development  by 

organizing  the  First  Red  Cavalry  Army.  Composed  of  up  to 

five  cavalry  divisions,  this  'Strategic  cavalry  repeatedly 

played  the  role  of  Shock  force  Striking  deep  into  the  enemy 
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rear,  disrupting  his  command  and  control,  and  demoralizing 
his  forces . " 30 

Mechanized  Warfare 

After  World  War  I  there  was  much  debate  over  the 
lessons  learned  and  application  of  the  new  found  mobility 
for  future  wars.  Some  theorists,  Liddell  Hart  and  Fuller 
among  them,  Saw  motorization  as  the  wave  of  the  future. 
Advocates  for  tanks  (and  airpower)  argued  that  theirs  would 
be  the  decisive  arm  in  the  next  war.  In  most  of  the  western 
armies  the  traditionalists  prevailed,  regarding  ‘motor 
vehicles  and  tanks  (and  aircraft)  as  useful  adjuncts  to 
tactics  .  .  .  to  be  employed  when  opportune  in  conjunction 

with  the  existing  arms.*3*  U.S.  Army  Chief  of  Staff  General 
Charles  P.  Summeral 1 ,  in  1930,  argued  that  mobility  and 
Shock  action  alone  did  not  have  the  Sole  qualities  Sought  by 
an  army,  ‘and  that  a  force  endowed  with  high  mobility  must 
necessarily  make  a  great  Sacrifice  of  firepower  in  favor  of 
rapidity  of  movement. ‘3T 

In  the  Soviet  Union  V.  K.  Tr iandaf i 1 lov  was  a  major 
proponent  for  operational  art  and  maneuver.  He  wrote  in 
detail  about  the  ‘theory  of  Successive  and  deep  operations," 
but  did  not  believe  the  * ' machinization ’  of  warfare"  would 
be  decisive  in  the  undeveloped  areas  of  European  Russia.3* 

M.  V.  TukhachevSky  was  the  principal  Soviet  proponent  for 
mechanization.  After  convincing  Stalin  of  the  merit  of  his 
ideas,  TukhachevSky  was  able  to  conduct  experiments  on 
motorization  in  the  early  30s.  He  argued  for  combined  arms 
and  mechanized  forces,  emphasizing  the: 

'decisive  offensive  on  the  main  axis,  completed  by 

relentless  pursuit’  as  the  only  means  to  bring 
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about  the  total  destruction  of  the  enemy’s  men  and 
equipment.  .  .  .  Tanks  were  to  be  used  in  mass, 

mechanized  formations,  .  .  .  Eandl  were  expected 

to  Strike  deep  into  the  enemy’s  rear,  using  their 
mobility  to  outflank  and  encircle  enemy  forces.  . 

3» 

•  • 

By  the  late  1930s  the  Soviets  had  fielded  a  large 
modern  mechanized  army,  and  had  developed  a  maneuver 
doctrine  for  its  employment.  However,  the  Soviet  Army’s 
conclusions  on  the  Spainish  Civil  War,  which  ended  in  1939, 
cast  doubt  on  the  validity  of  the  "theory  of  deep, 
successive  operations.  .  .  .  *4°  As  a  result,  they  virtually 

dismantled  their  mechanized  forces,  breaking  up  tank 
formations  and  assigning  them  to  Support  infantry  units. 

When  Tukhachevsky  and  most  of  the  other  Soviet  military 
elite  were  executed  in  Stalin’s  purges  on  the  eve  of  World 
War  II,  all  Soviet  advantages  in  operational  art  and 
maneuver  vanished.41 

While  the  Soviet  Army  had  difficult  obtaining 
acceptance  for  a  manuever  doctrine,  the  German  Army  faced  no 
Such  obstacle.  The  German  Army  had  a  military  tradition  of 
’strategy  of  decisive  maneuver’43  dating  from  von  Moltke  and 
von  Schlieffen.  This  tradition  aided  German  tank  warfare 
advocates.  General  HanS  von  Seeckt ,  Commander-in-Chief  of 
the  German  Army  during  the  period  1920-26,  summed  up  his 
ideas  on  Strategy  by  saying,  .  .  the  whole  future  of 
warfare  appears  to  me  to  lie  in  the  employment  of  mobile 
armies,  relatively  Small  but  of  high  quality,  and  rendered 
distinctly  more  effective  by  the  addition  of  aircraft.  .  . 

. ’4*  Von  Seeckt  believed  the  army  of  the  future  ’.  .  .  must 

satisfy  these  demands:  first,  high  mobility  .  .  .  ;  second, 
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the  most  effective  armament;  and  third,  continuous 
replacement  of  men  and  material."44  Like  Liddell  Hart,  he 
believed  that  mobile  warfare  required  well-trained  forces.40 

After  von  Seeckt's  departure  the  German  High  Command 
was  dominated  by  men  who  favored  mass  conscription  armies 
rather  than  the  highly  trained  and  mobile  armies  favored  by 
von  Seeckt.  It  fell  to  Major  General  Heinz  Guderian  to  lead 
the  high  command  back  to  a  maneuver  Strategy.  Guderian’s 
efforts  were  Supported  by  Hitler,  who  liked  the  quick 
Solution  his  ideas  promised.4*  Initially  the  High  Command 
resisted  Guderian’s  ideas  for  an  armored  force.  It  was  with 
great  reluctance  that  the  High  Command  * .  .  .  recognized  the 

new  theory  of  high  Speed  warfare.  .  .  .  "4"7  By  the  start  of 

World  War  II  the  proportion  of  armored  and  mechanized  forces 
was  still  small  in  relation  to  infantry.  Heverthe less ,  the 
result  was,  in  Liddell  Hart’s  words,  *.  .  .  one  of  history’s 

most  striking  examples  of  the  decisive  effect  of  a  new  idea, 
carried  out  by  a  dynamic  executant."4* 

Armor  dominated  the  opening  moves  of  the  war  in  both 
the  east  and  west.  The  German  Army  Swept  through  first 
France,  and  then  western  Russia,  with  their  So  called 
Blitzkrieg  doctrine  of  tactical  penetration  and  operational 
exploitation  "carried  out  by  an  armoured  force  racing  ahead 
of  the  main  army,  and  operating  independently. "4*  Armor 
continued  to  dominate  the  European  battlefield  throughout 
the  war,  but  after  1942  it  was  the  Russians  who  capitalized 
on  the  mobility  of  the  tank  to  conduct  operational  maneuver. 

The  Soviet  Union,  in  1943,  fielded  five  tank  armies, 
each  "made  up  of  two  tank  corps  and  an  optional  mechanized 
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corps.'00  A  Sixth  army  was  organized  by  early  1944.  With 
400  to  600  tanks  each,  an  effective  command  and  control 
system,  and  Sustainment  capabilities  for  deep  operations, 
these  armies  reflected  *.  .  .  a  growing  Sophistication  in 

the  Soviet  force  Structure.  .  .  . 'el 

The  Soviets  demonstrated  their  new  maturity  in 
operational  art  beginning  as  early  as  the  summer  of  1943, 
learning  to  shape  the  battlefield  in  response  to  German 
offensives.  In  the  Belgorod-Khar ’kov  counteroffensive  in 
August  1943,  the  Soviets  used  tank  and  mechanized  corps  to 
exploit  the  tactical  penetration  made  by  army  rifle  forces 
as  they  attacked  to  reduce  the  German  Salient  around 
Belgorod  and  Khar’ kov.  The  armor  formations  penetrated  the 
front  and  'drove  to  a  depth  of  Some  120  kilometers  before 
German  reinforcements  fought  those  units  to  a  halt.02  The 
operation  demonstrated  the  ability  of  the  Soviets  to  conduct 
large  scale  maneuver,  penetrate  deep  into  enemy  lines,  and 
fight  the  German  reserves  to  a  standstill.02 

'Throughout  1944  and  1943  the  Soviets  conducted  over 
one  hundred  front  offensive  operations.  Many  of  those 
operations  involved  the  use  of  large  mechanized  forces  under 
control  of  army  and  front  commanders.'®*  Soviet  operations 
during  this  period  aimed  at  deep  penetrations  and 
envelopment  of  enemy  forced  by  highly  mobile  armor  and 
mechanized  forces.  Operation  Bagration  (Belorussian)  is 
typical  of  these  operations,  although  it  was  more  successful 
than  most.  The  Soviets  intended  to  encircle  German  forces 
around  the  cities  of  Vitebsk,  Mogilev,  and  Bobryusk  (3 
German  Armies).  After  this  encirclement  they  planned  a 
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deeper  encirclement  of  German  forced  forward  of  Minsk  and  a 

pursuit  that  would  carry  them  to  the  East  Prussian  border.00 

Generally  Speaking  the  Soviets  relied  on  their 
tank  and  mechanized  corps  to  conduct  the  shallow 
envelopments  and  to  pinch  off  German  forces  in  the 
three  major  cities.  They  then  used  their  larger 
mechanized  forces  ...  to  conduct  the  deeper 
envelopment  of  Minsk  and  spearhead  the 
exploitation  all  the  way  to  the  border  of  Germany. 

.  .  .  The  operational  objectives  achieved  exceeded 
Soviet  expectations.  .  .  °* 

While  the  Soviets  were  the  experts  at  maneuver  warfare 
in  World  War  II,  they  were  not  the  only  army  to  master  that 
form  of  war.  The  Americans  also  used  the  advantages  of 
mobility  and  firepower  offered  by  the  tank  to  conduct 
operational  maneuver.  Lieutenant  General  George  S.  Patton, 
Jr.  linked  ’the  cavalry  traditions  of  Speed  and  audacity’ 0"' 
to  the  mobility  of  the  tank,  giving  his  forces  the  agility 
and  flexibility  to  react  quicker  than  the  enemy  to 
developments  on  the  battlefield.  Patton  used  his  armor 
divisions  to  exploit  penetrations,  conduct  pursuit 
operations,  and  cut  off  and  encircle  enemy  forces.00  The 
rapid  advance  of  Patton’s  Third  Army  across  France  in  August 
and  September  1944,  and  his  abrupt  turn  north  into  the 
Ardennes  during  the  Battle  of  the  Bulge,  are  familiar 
examples  of  operational  maneuver.00 

The  accomplishments  of  Patton’s  Third  Army  would  not 
have  been  possible  without  key  developments  in  the 
capability  of  the  forces  to  Sustain  themselves.  A 
combination  of  individual  initiatives  and  technological 
solutions  made  it  possible  to  supply  the  large  forces.  The 
Red  Ball  Express  that  Supported  Patton’s  dash  across  France 
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is  perhaps  the  most  famous  example  of  Such  expedients.  Air 
transport  also  contributed  heavily  to  the  supply  effort.-0 

To  Summarize  the  discussion  thus  far,  some  general 
observations  can  be  made.  First,  the  possession  of  Superior 
mobility  by  either  Side  has  historically  given  that  Side  a 
tremendous  advantage.  This  mobility  advantage  allows  the 
maneuver  force  to  operate  at  a  higher  tempo  than  other 
forces  on  the  battlefield.  Second,  maneuver  forces  tend  to 
be  better  trained  and  led  than  other  forces. 

Third,  maneuver  forces  possess  significant  firepower, 
though  not  necessarily  superior  firepower.  Cavalry 
certainly  did  not  have  Superior  firepower  in  the  Soviet 
Civil  War,  but  it  continued  to  be  effective  when  used 
indirectly.  The  TJ.S.  tanks  in  World  War  II  were  not  any 
better  than  German  tanks.  A  manuever  force  must  possess 
equal  firepower  with  the  enemy  force  it  opposes. 

Finally,  a  maneuver  force  must  have  the  capability  to 
Sustain  itself  during  independent  operations.  For  the  fast 
moving  independent  cavalry  forces  foraging  was  an  answer. 

For  World  War  II  armored  forces  the  cargo  truck  was  the 
answer,  backed  up  to  some  extent  by  air  transport. 

Origins  of  Air  Maneuver 

The  origins  of  the  use  of  the  air  medium  for  maneuver 
can  be  traced  to  the  final  days  of  World  War  I.  The  first 
recorded  instance  of  consideration  of  aerial  maneuver  came 
when  General  John  J.  Pershing  authorized  General  Billy 
Mitchell  to  plan  a  parachute  drop  of  the  1st  Infantry 
Division  behind  German  lines.  The  war  ended  while  planning 
was  in  progress. -1  During  the  interwar  years  the  concept  of 
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airmobility  was  developed,  and  by  the  Start  of  World  War  II, 
most  armies  had  an  airborne  capability. 

There  were  a  number  of  airborne  operations  conducted  by 
the  Germans,  British,  Japanese,  Russians  and  Americans 
during  World  War  II.*3  A  number  of  these  had  operational 
Significance,  and  proved  'the  value  of  large-scale  three- 
dimensional  combat  in  which  the  ground  troops  reach  their 
objectives  by  air.  .  .  .  ’** 

Airborne  forces  were  employed  by  both  Sides  to  Seize 
decisive  points  (bridges,  road  junctions,  mountain  passes , 
etc.)  deep  in  enemy  territory.  These  decisive  points  either 
facilitated  ground  maneuver  or  trapped  enemy  forces  from 
escaping.*4  The  speed  and  flexibility  of  airborne  assault 
(including  airlanded  and  glider  landed  forces)  operations 
gave  the  attacker  an  advantage.  The  surprise  and  shock  of 
the  initial  assault  generally  offset  the  airborne  force’s 
disadvantages  in  firepower  and  ground  mobility.  The  air 
maneuver  capabilities  exhibited  by  these  airborne  forces 
characterize  modern  air  assault  forces  with  the  added 
advantages  of  the  firepower  and  mobility  of  the  helicopter. 

The  Rotary  Wing  Revolution 
The  Army  was  Slow  to  grasp  the  Significance  of  the 
helicopter  as  a  means  to  enhance  tactical  mobility.  Both 
Marine  and  Army  units  used  the  helicopter  in  the  Korean  War 
for  air  assault  operations,  but  it  was  the  Marines  who  led 
in  developing  the  doctrine  for  rotary  wing  employment . *° 
After  the  Korean  War  Senior  Army  leaders  began  to  recognize 
the  potential  for  the  new  machines. 
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In  1954  Lieutenant  General  Jamed  If.  Gavin,  then  Army 
Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  for  Operation^,  wrote  an  article  for 
Harper’ £  Magazine  entitled  ‘Cavalry,  and  I  Don’t  Mean 
Horded.*  In  that  article  he  lamented  the  abdence  of  cavalry 
from  the  Korean  War  battlef ieldd ,  and  expounded  on  the 
poddible  uded  of  helicopterd  to  replace  it.  General  Gavin 
argued  that  the  mobility  differential  between  infantry/armor 
dividiond  and  cavalry  unitd  wad  induff icient  to  allow 
cavalry  to  perform  the  traditional  middiond  of  Screening  and 
dhock  action.  ‘Today,  even  the  modt  cadual  awarenedd  of  the 
hidtorical  leddon  dhould  duggedt  that  in  ground  combat  the 
mobility  differential  we  lack  will  be  found  in  the  air 
vehicle.  ‘**  While  the  military  tided  of  the  helicopter  were 
widely  recognized  within  the  Army,  the  emphadid  on  maddive 
nuclear  retaliation  to  the  detriment  of  conventional  forced 
kept  the  Army  from  full  dcale  deployment  of  heliborne 
forced . * 7 

It  wad  not  until  the  early  1960’d  that  the  Army  began 
to  look  derioudly  at  how  to  take  advantage  of  the 
helicopter’d  mobility.  In  1962  the  Army  convened  the 
Tactical  Mobility  Requirementd  Board,  commonly  called  the 
Howze  Board  after  itd  predident,  Lieutenant  General  Hamilton 
H.  Howze, **  to  dtudy  how  bedt  to  increade  the  mobility  of 
the  Army  through  the  ude  of  the  new  machined.  The  Howze 
board  tedted  the  airmobility  concept  and  found  it  to  have 
condi derable  utility  for  the  Army. 

The  board  recommended  formation  of  five  air  addault 
dividiond,  three  air  cavalry  combat  brigaded  (ACCB) ,  and 
five  air  trandport  brigaded.  The  dividiond  would  have  459 
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aircraft,  and  would  have  Significantly  less  ground 

transportation  than  the  Standard  U.S.  Army  division  of  that 

period,  the  Reorganization  Objective  Army  Division  (ROAD) . 

The  ACCB  would  have  316  aircraft,  144  of  them  attack 

helicopters  with  an  airborne  anti-tank  capability.®*  In  his 

final  report  General  Howze  reached  this  conclusion: 

Adoption  by  the  Army  of  the  airmobile  concept  .  . 

.  is  necessary  and  desirable.  In  some  respects 
the  transition  is  inevitable,  just  as  was  that 
from  animal  mobility  to  motor.70 

In  1963  the  Army  organized  the  11th  Air  Assault 
Division  at  Fort  Benning,  Georgia  and  began  full  scale 
testing  of  the  airmobile  concept.  The  tests  proved  the 
merit  of  the  airmobility  concept,71  and  in  July  1965  the  1st 
Cavalry  Division  (Airmobile)  was  activated  at  Fort  Benning, 
Georgia.  It  combined  elements  of  the  11th  Air  Assault 
Division  and  the  2nd  Infantry  Division.  The  new  division 
was  then  given  90  days  to  prepare  for  and  deploy  to  Vietnam 
for  combat.73 

In  Vietnam,  the  1st  Air  Cavalry  Division  (Airmobile), 
as  the  division  was  commonly  known,  was  used  as  "an  Army- 
level  shock  force,  capable  of  countrywide  (or  theater 
inclusive)  employment,  .  .  .  [gaining]  a  premiere  reputation 

for  consistent  battlefield  Success. ■7*  The  1st  Cavalry  and 
other  U.S.  and  Republic  of  Vietnam  infantry  units  conducted 
hundreds  of  airmobile  and  air  assault  operations  during  the 
War.7*  The  vast  majority  were  tactical  operations.  On 
occasion  operations  were  conducted  which  had  operational 
Signi f icance . 
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In  particular,  Operation  LIBERTY  CANYON,  conducted  in 
the  fall  of  1968,  proved  the  superior  operational  mobility 
of  the  division.  The  division  moved  from  I  Corps  Tactical 
Zone  to  III  Corps  Tactical  Zone,  a  distance  of  570  miles,  in 
12  days.  Lead  combat  elements  withdrew  from  combat,  Self 
deployed  to  the  new  Sector,  and  began  combat  operations  in 
48  hours.  The  division  used  a  combination  of  Sea  and  air 
movement  in  addition  to  the  self  deployment  of  most  of  its 
combat  aircraft . 79  The  1st  Cavalry  Division’s  Success  led 
to  creation  of  other  airmobile  divisions. 

The  101st  Airborne  Division  was  converted  to  an 
airmobile  division  in  1968.  With  the  conversion  of  the  23rd 
Infantry  (Americal)  to  airmobile  status,  and  the  activation 
of  the  9th  Air  Cavalry  Brigade  (Combat)  (Provisional)  in 
1970,  the  Army  was  on  the  verge  of  achieving  the  force 
structure  envisioned  by  the  Howze  Board.  Unfortunately, 
rules  of  engagements,  competing  priorities  for  aircraft,  and 
requirements  to  Support  Vietnamese  units  prevented  this 
force  from  being  fully  employed  to  test  the  concept  of  mass 
maneuver  of  airmobile  combat  forces.7" 

The  Army's  Vietnam  experience  demonstrated  the 
capabilities  of  the  helicopter  in  Support  of  combat 
operations.  The  helicopter’s  Speed,  agility,  and 
flexibility  added  a  new  dimension  to  tactical  maneuver.  The 
operational  movement  of  the  1st  Cavalry  Division  in 
Operation  LIBERTY  CANYON  indicated  a  potential  for 
operational  maneuver.  The  ef fecti veness  of  the  helicopter 
for  mobile  and  lethal  fire  support  was  demonstrated  by  the 
AH-1  Cobra.  Most  important,  the  Army's  experience  in 
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Vietnam  Showed  that,  with  proper  use  of  suppressive  ground 
fires,  air  defense  support,  intelligence,  and  tactics,  the 
helicopter  was  Survivable  in  combat.77 

After  Vietnam  the  U.S.  Army  focused  on  the  Soviet 
threat  in  Europe.  The  successes  of  the  1st  Cavalry  Division 
and  other  airmobile  units  in  Vietnam  were  discounted  as  not 
relevant  for  the  anticipated  mid-  to  high-intenSity 
battlefield  of  Europe.  This  despite  the  fact  that  the  Air 
Assault  tests  in  the  early  1960’s  focused  on  Europe  for  the 
likely  employment  of  an  air  assault  division.  Lessons  from 
the  Tom  Kippur  War  in  1973  Seemed  to  indicate  a  need  for 
protection  at  the  expense  of  mobility.7®  The  1st  Cavalry 
Division  converted  to  a  heavy  division,  and  the  101st  was 
retained  as  the  only  airmobile  division.7® 

Modern  Soviet  Maneuver  Doctrine 
The  Soviets  recognize  the  potential  for  maneuver  in 
future  wars.  According  to  the  1987  version  of  Taktjka, 

"High  maneuverability  of  modern  battle  is  the 
result  of  using  powerful  weapons,  of  growth  of  the 
mobility  of  combined-arms  units  and  formations 
owing  to  their  full  motorization  and  high  degree 
of  mechanization,  and  the  result  of  the  absence  of 
a  continuous  front  in  defense  and  offense. '®° 

Taktika  defines  maneuver  as  "the  organized  movement  of 

troops  or  assignment  of  new  targets  to  weapons  in  order  to 

create  advantageous  conditions  for  combat  operations.'®1 

Soviet  combat  units  possess  large  amounts  of  artillery, 

reflecting  the  influence  of  firepower  in  their  doctrine. 

They  recognize  maneuver  as  a  means  of  quickly  exploiting  the 

effects  of  nuclear  and  conventional  fires  to  * .  .  .  Swiftly 

penetrate  deep  into  his  disposition  ...  by  wide 
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maneuvering.  .  .  . '*a 

Immediately  after  World  War  II,  the  Soviets  moved  to 
incorporate  the  lessons  on  operational  maneuver  into  their 
doctrine  and  organizational  structure.  Within  the  front 
they  created  the  combined  arms  army  as  the  primary  force  for 
conducting  the  penetration  operation.  An  army  mobile  group 
was  assigned  to  each  combined  arms  army.  Consisting  of  one 
or  two  mechanized  divisions  or  tank  divisions,  the  mobile 
group  was  given  the  task  of  'operational  maneuver  and 
exploitation. '*3  The  front  commander  also  had  a  mobile 
group  consisting  of  a  'very  heavy  mechanized  army  which  was 
designated  to  conduct  operational  maneuver.  .  .  . 

Beginning  in  the  1950S  the  Soviets  moved  away  from 
their  doctrine  of  large  operational  maneuver  forces.  In 
response  to  the  nuclear  threat  they  reorganized  their  forces 
to  make  them  less  vulnerable,  and  to  make  all  forces  equally 
maneuverable .  The  large  mechanized  armies  were  abolished  in 
favor  of  smaller  tank  armies  and  the  mechanized  and  rifle 
divisions  were  replaced  by  motorized  rifle  divisions.80 

In  the  early  1970s  the  Soviets  began  to  reverse  this 
trend.  Theoretical  works  began  to  hint  at  the  possibility 
of  conducting  conventional  operations  without  the 
inevitability  of  nuclear  war.  Motorized  rifle  divisions 
were  added  to  tank  armies  and  emphasis  was  again  placed  on 
the  use  of  mobile  corps  and  army  operations.  The  modern 
tank  army  was  Seen  as  fulfilling  the  functions  of  the  World 
War  II  mobile  group.  This  army  would  form  the  core  of  an 
operational  maneuver  group  which  would  be  used  in  tandem 
with  the  new  air  assault  brigade,  and  perhaps  with  the 
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front's  airborne  division,  thus  adding  a  vertical  dimension 
to  Soviet  operational  maneuver  concepts.  The  Soviets  are 
likely  to  expand  the  vertical  dimension  in  the  future  with 
the  addition  of  air  assault  corps  and  brigades  at  front  and 
army  levels,  respectively .** 

Conclusions  on  Maneuver 

The  most  important  conclusion  we  can  draw  from  the 
Study  So  far  is  that  historically,  the  possession  of  an 
advantage  in  mobility  by  either  Side  gives  that  side  a 
Significant  advantage.  The  mobility  advantage  has 
traditionally  resulted  from  one  side  making  better  use  of  an 
existing  technology  or  tactic.  This  advantage  allows 
maneuver  forces  to  generate  a  higher  tsmpo  than  other  forces 
on  the  battlefield.  But  maneuver  requires  more  than  speed. 

Maneuver  forces  tend  to  be  better  trained  and  led  than 
other  forces,  and  possess  superior  agility  and  flexibility, 
both  in  Structure  and  leadership.  They  possess  significant 
firepower,  although  they  rely  upon  disruption  and  Shock 
action  for  a  portion  of  their  success.  Finally,  they  are 
characterized  by  the  ability  to  Sustain  themselves  during 
deep  and  independent  operations. 

Having  determined  the  requirements  for  operational 
maneuver,  the  question  becomes,  what  force  can  best  meet 
them?  The  Study  of  air  maneuver  leads  to  the  conclusion 
that  aviation  forces  can  meet  these  requirements.  Rotary 
wing  aviation  forces  have  Superior  mobility  to  any  force  on 
the  battlefield,  giving  them  the  ability  to  raise  the  tempo 
of  battle.  Their  agility,  flexibility,  and  firepower  allow 
the  commander  to  rapidly  shift  combat  power  throughout  the 
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width  and  depth  of  the  battlefield.  In  the  next  Section 
this  study  will  examine  current  and  conceptual  aviation 
organizations  to  assess  their  potential  for  employment  as 
operational  maneuver  forces. 

III.  MODERN  ROT ART  WING  AVIATION  FORCES 

An  a«ro  squadron  may  Seem  to  require  a  large 
amount  of  transportation,  or  the  aeroplanes  to 
require  too  much  Special  equipment  and  tender 
care;  but  when  the  time  comes  for  their  work,  the 
results  accomplished  will  convince  that  they  have 
earned  their  name  -  the  Fourth  Arm. 

First  Lieutenant  Henry  H.  Arnold 

U.S.  Infantry 

1913** 

U.S.  Army  Aviation 

Rotary  wing  aviation  in  the  U.S.  Army  today  is 
structured  to  support  tactical  operations  through  division 
and  corps  (and  echelon  above  corps)  aviation  brigades.  This 
structure  grew  out  of  a  Series  of  studies  conducted  during 
the  1970S  on  the  capabilities,  organization  and  employment 
of  Army  aviation,  and  culminated  in  Army  Chief  of  Staff 
General  E.  C.  Meyer’s  decision  in  1983  to  organize  aviation 
brigades  in  each  division  and  corps. ** 

The  size  and  composition  of  the  division  aviation 
brigades  varies  depending  on  the  division’s  mission. 

Although  they  contain  maneuver  elements,  division  aviation 
brigades  are  not  structured  as  maneuver  brigades. **  The  air 
assault  division  is  the  only  division  with  sufficient 
aviation  assets  and  Sustainment  to  conduct  air  maneuver  at 
the  operational  level.*0  Corps  aviation  brigades  have 
potential  for  operational  maneuver,  and  will  be  examined 
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Appendix  A  included  tabled  of  U.S. 


later  in  thid  dtudy.*1 
Army  helicopter  characteridticd  and  capabi 1 i t ied . 

The  Air  Addault  Dividion 

The  modern  air  addault  dividion  *id  a  flexible  and 
lethal  offendive  fighting  organization  having  ude  at  the 
dtrategic,  operational,  and  tactical  leveld  of  war.  .  .  . ’*2 

The  dividion  provided  the  corpd  or  theater  commander  the 
capability  to  initiate  operational  maneuver  via  vertical 
envelopment.  The  dividion  id  eddentially  an  infantry 
dividion  with  increased  anti-tank  capabi litied  both  in  itd 
helicopterd  and  in  the  infantry  unitd. 

The  air  addault  dividion  id  organized  with  three 
maneuver  brigaded,  a  dividion  artillery,  and  an  aviation 
brigade.  Nine  infantry  battaliond  are  addigned.  Artillery 
addetd  condidt  of  three  105mm  howitzer  battaliond.*3  See 
Figure  1,  Appendix  B,  for  the  complete  dividion  organization 
chart.  The  dividion  derived  itd  tactical  and  operational 
mobility  from  the  aviation  brigade.  The  brigade  condidtd  of 
two  combat  aviation  battaliond  (45  UH-60  each),  one  medium 
trandportation  helicopter  battalion  (48  CH-47),  three  (five 
are  authorized,  but  two  are  not  activated)  attack  helicopter 
battaliond,  and  an  air  reconnaiddance  dquadron.  Currently 
the  dividion  had  one  AH-64  battalion,  giving  it  a  total 
complement  of  58  AH-1  and  18  AH-64  attack  helicopterd.*4 

The  air  addault  dividion  id  configured  for  ‘rapid 
worldwide  deployment  to  defeat  or  dedtroy  enemy  forced  and 
to  control  land  area  .  .  .  by  employing  the  unique 

capabilitied  of  an  air  addault  dividion.***  Dividion 
operational  middiond  include:  attack  deep  behind  enemy 


23 


lined  via  vertical  envelopment  to  deize  and  hold  vital 
object ived;  derve  ad  a  theater  rederve  and/or  counterattack 
force;  and  conduct  large  dcale  tactical  raidd.** 

The  dividion  id  capable  of  rapid  dtrategic  deployment 
uding  Air  Force  addetd.  It  projectd  combat  power  rapidly  by 
vertical  envelopment,  and  poddedded  a  high  degree  of 
tactical  mobility  which  allowd  it  to  operate  without  regard 
for  terrain  and  modt  environmental  condi tiond.  The  dividion 
id  eadily  tadk  organized,  and  id  uniquely  capable  of  by¬ 
padding  obdtacled . 

Unique  limitationd  of  the  dividion  are  itd  lack  of 
ground  mobility,  partially  offdet  by  airmobility;  the  need 
to  condider  weather  in  planning  operationd;  and  the  need  for 
dupport  augmentation  for  dupply  cladded  III  (fuel)  and  V 
(ammunition)  when  operating  independently  or  for  long 
periodd.**  With  proper  planning  adverde  weather  can  be  a 
help  rather  than  a  hindrance  ad  it  gived  the  dividion  the 
capability  to  achieve  durpride  and  denied  the  enemy  the 
freedom  to  react.** 

In  termd  of  air  maneuver ,  the  dividion'd  major 
limitation  id  itd  inability  to  madd  dufficient  aerial 
maneuver  forced  for  dudtained  periodd  of  combat.  During 
normal  operationd  an  aviation  unit  id  normally  able  to 
maintain  only  one-third  of  itd  combat  power  in  contact  due 
to  refuel/rearm  and  trandit  requirements,  For  the  air 
addault  dividion  (ad  predently  configured)  thid  means  14  AH- 
Id  and  6  AH-64d  could  be  in  action  at  one  time.  Thid  force 
id  dufficient  only  to  provide  fire  dupport  for  the  air 
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assault  forces,  and  could  not  have  an  operational  impact 
other  than  in  Support  of  air  assault  operations. 

The  Corps  Aviation  Brigade  (CAB) 

Corps  aviation  brigades  are  Significantly  larger  than, 
division  aviation  brigades,  and  are  configured  to  employ 
their  powerful  attack  aviation  groups  as  maneuver  elements. 
This  gives  the  corps  brigades  *a  measure  of  operational 
mobility  and  flexibility,*  and  thus  a  capability  for  air 
maneuver.100  Due  to  force  constraints  the  active  army 
brigades  are  assigned  a  mix  of  active  and  reserve  component 
battalions.  Figure  2,  Appendix  B,  is  an  organization  chart 
for  a  CAB. 

The  CAB  is  organized  to  provide  the  corps  commander 
with  the  capability  for  *high-tempo  air  maneuver.*101  A 
full  table  of  organization  and  equipment  (TOE)  strength 
brigade  has  two  attack  helicopter  groups  with  a  total  of 
five  attack  battalions.  Each  battalion  has  18  AH-64  Apache 
attack  helicopters,  giving  the  brigade  90  AH-64S. 

The  brigade  is  also  assigned  an  aviation  group 
consisting  of  two  assault  battalions  (UH-60)  and  a  medium 
lift  battalion  (CH-47  Chinook).  An  air  reconnaissance 
Squadron  is  assigned  when  the  corps  has  no  armored  cavalry 
regiment.  In  practice  the  brigades  are  organized  with  only 
three  attack  battalions,  one  assault  battalion,  and  the 
medium  lift  battalion.  Two  of  the  attack  battalions,  an 
assault  battalion,  and  the  three  group  headquarters  are 
organized  in  the  reserve  components.103 

The  brigade  headquarters  has  a  Staff  that  is  capable  of 
planning  aviation  and  air  maneuver  operations.  Subordinate 
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attack  group  headquarters  are  also  capable  of  planning  air 
maneuver  operations.103  With  appropriate  augmentation  the 
brigade  can  plan  and  Supervise  combined  arms  operations, 
including  ‘task-organized  armor,  infantry,  artillery,  Candl 
air  defense  .  .  .  as  necessary .  * 10*  According  to  FM  1-111 
(draft),  Aviation  Brigades,  ‘the  combined  arms  approach 
provides  force  commanders  the  unique  capability  to 
accelerate  the  tempo  of  ground  maneuver  operations  while 
employing  decisive  ground  and  air  maneuver  to  keep  the  enemy 
off  balance."100 

The  capabilities  and  limitations  of  the  corps  aviation 
brigade  are  similar  to  those  of  the  air  assault  division 
aviation  brigade.  Its  primary  capability  is  ‘the 
exploitation  of  the  aerial  dimension  of  the  battlefield. * 100 
The  brigade  influences  the  tempo  of  the  battle  with  its 
ability  for  unrestricted  maneuver.  It  can  mass  fires 
rapidly  at  the  critical  place  and  time,  then  disperse  for 
protection.  It  can  act  as  a  reserve,  or  provide  the  air 
movement  for  ground  reserves.  With  the  modern  aircraft  and 
avionics  now  available,  the  brigade  can  operate  at  night, 
during  periods  of  limited  visibility,  and  under  adverse 
environmental  conditions.107 

Limitations  of  the  brigade  include  the  effects  of 
weather  and  obscuration  on  observation,  visual  acquisition 
means,  and  range  of  combat  systems.  Just  like  the  air 
assault  division,  the  corps  aviation  brigade  consumes  large 
amounts  of  Class  III  and  Class  V.  The  brigade  has  the 
capability  to  sustain  itself  during  operations,  but  must 
compete  with  other  corps  elements  for  use  of  its  own  lift 
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assets.  Augmentation  with  ground  maneuver  units  will  slow 
the  tempo  of  the  brigade.10* 

Soviet  Rotary  Wing  Forces 

Soviet  generals  look  at  the  helicopter  as  a  lightly 
armored  tank,  but  *.  .  .  one  which  is  capable  of  high  speeds 
and  unrestricted  cross-country  performance.  .  .  . 1<s*  In 

their  view,  *in  battle  a  tank  can  seize  enemy  territory  and 
a  helicopter  can  do  the  same.  But  an  aircraft  cannot.*110 
The  Soviet’s  current  main  battle  helicopter,  the  MI-24  Hind, 
reflects  this  philosophy  with  its  combined  troop  hauling  and 
attack  capabilities. 

Soviet  aviation  at  Army  level  consists  of  an  attack 
helicopter  regiment  with  40  Hind  and  20  Hip  (MI-17) 
helicopters,  and  an  air  assault  battalion. 111  Aviation  at 
Front  level,  consisting  of  heavy  and  medium  lift  assets,  is 
organized  in  regiments  under  the  Aviation  of  the  Front. 

These  assets  are  apportioned  to  the  Armies  based  on  their 
mission,  with  the  majority  going  to  support  the  main  effort. 
Fronts  can  also  be  assigned  an  air  assault  brigade.  The 
aviation  assets  for  this  brigade  are  provided  from  Front 
aviation  regiments.113 

The  air  assault  brigades  provide  the  Front  commander 
with  a  tremendous  air  maneuver  capability.  They  include  two 
BMD  equipped  battalions  and  two  parachute  infantry 
battalions,  and  provide  the  commander  with  considerable 
flexibility  in  the  employment  of  the  assets.  The  Soviets 
lack  the  helicopter  assets  at  Front  level  to  lift  the  entire 
brigade  at  once,  and  appear  to  prefer  to  commit  it  in 
elements  of  one  or  two  battalions.11*  It  is  generally 
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believed  that  the  brigaded  were  f orated  to  Support  Soviet 
operational  maneuver  groups  (OMG)  by  Seizing  "key  terrain 
critical  to  a  Successful  advance  Such  as  obstacle-crossing 
sites  and  So  forth.'11,4 

The  Soviet  concept  is  to  employ  their  air  assault 
brigades  to  support  the  operational  maneuver  group.  Air 
assault  assets  would  be  deployed  in  battalion  size  packets 
to  seize  key  terrain.  This  does  not  constitute  operational 
maneuver  in  itself,  although  it  certainly  could  achieve 
operational  effect.  Should  the  Soviets  eventually  deploy 
air  assault  corps,  as  was  earlier  mentioned,  they  certainly 
would  have  the  potential  for  operational  air  maneuver. 

Airnechanizat ion . 

Brigadier  Simpkin,  writing  in  Armor  magazine  in  1981, 
laid  out  his  original  ideas  for  an  airmechanized  force.  He 
placed  great  reliance  on  antitank  (attack)  helicopters  and 
artillery.  The  division’s  combat  power  was  concentrated  in 
two  mechanized  infantry  brigades  (8  battalions),  a  division 
artillery  of  3  artillery  regiments,  and  an  air  cavalry 
regiment.  Figure  3,  Appendix  B,  is  an  organization  chart 
for  the  original  conceptual  airmechanized  division. 

Simpkin  understood  that  the  capability  was  not  yet 
available  to  lift  mechanized  forces,  but  believed  it  soon 
would  be.  He  thought  that  western  armies  would  Soon  field 
high  mobility-agility  (HIMAG)  armor  vehicles  which  would  so 
Speed  up  the  tempo  of  mechanized  forces  that  cavalry  and 
reserve  forces  would  no  longer  have  a  mobility  advantage. 

He  argued  that  the  ability  to  airlift  these  light  mechanized 
forces  would  treble  the  mobility  of  ground  maneuver  forces. 
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‘Once  the  mechanized  maneuver  forced  achieve  HIMAG  mobility, 

the  ultramobile  force  .  .  .  mudt  be  rotary  wing.  .  .  .  *11B 

A  key  point  in  Simpkin’d  argument  wad  that  heliborne 

forced  had  a  didtinct  terrain  advantage  in  what  he  called 

‘mobiquity, ‘  or  the  ability  to  crodd  rough  or  doft 

terrain.11*  Coupled  with  the  expanded  artillery,  it  would 

‘ increade  the  dimendiond  of  the  dividion’d  battlefield,  the 

tempo  of  itd  operationd  and  above  all  itd  ability  to 

concentrate  fighting  power  in  time  and  dpace.'117 

In  a  later  work  Simpkin  pointed  out  that  the  nature  of 

the  threat  and  projected  developmentd  in  equipment  called 

'for  a  dhift  in  the  weight  of  combat  power  away  from  the 

mechanized  maneuver  force  ad  duch  towards  the  helicopter 

element  and  the  arti 1 lery . * 1  ia  He  eventually  accepted 

General  von  Senger'd  UBAV  idead,  but  never  totally  rejected 

the  idea  of  air  lifting  light  armor.  In  an  analydid  of  the 

two  idead  in  1984,  he  concluded, 

Ctlhe  crunch  quedtion  id  whether  it  id  more 
effective,  and  more  codt  effective,  to  leave  the 
track/rotor  interface  ad  it  id  and  helilift  light 
armour  when  needd  be,  or  to  provide  MBAV-baded 
formations  which  would  at  once  bridge  thid 
interface  and  enhance  the  combat  worth  of 
independent  rotary-wing  forced.11* 

Simpkin  concluded  that  the  MBAV  idea  wad  worth  further 
exploring,  and  that  thid  opened  *.  .  .  up  the  whole  quedtion 
of  whether  future  mobile  forced  dhould  be  baded  on  the  track 
or  rotor.  *iao  In  Race  to  the  Swift ,  publidhed  in  1985, 
Simpkin  decided  the  heavy-lift  option  wad  not  viable,  and 
cited  three  readond.  Once  det  down,  the  armored  force  would 
revert  to  their  inherent  mobility,  wadting  the  advantaged  of 
rotary  wing  movement.  Without  the  dcope  or  tempo  of 


29 


airmobility,  the  units  would  operate  in  accordance  with 
their  tradition  and  training.  Finally,  the  burden  of 
Supplying  fuel  for  both  the  air  maneuver  force  and  the 
armored  force  would  overwhelm  the  logistics  System.121 

General  von  Senger,  writing  in  RUSI  in  1983,  proposed 
an  airmechanized  division  that  differed  significantly  from 
the  Simpkin  idea.  Von  Senger  built  his  hypothetical 
division  around  the  MBAV,  a  proposed  aircraft  similar  in 
capabilities  to  the  AH-64.iaa  Von  Senger’s  division 
consisted  of  three  brigades;  an  airmechanized  brigade, 
containing  two  battalions  of  28  MBAV  each;  an  air  transport 
brigade;  and  an  airmobile  infantry  brigade.  Figure  5, 
Appendix  B,  is  a  chart  depicting  the  organization  of  the 
division. 

Von  Senger  felt  the  division  Should  be  employed  under 
two  broad  principles.  First,  the  new  forces  should  not  be 
Scattered  among  other  combat  arms  elements,  but  rather 
Should  be  concentrated  in  large  independent  formations. 
Second,  a  new  doctrine  Should  be  developed  for  the  tactical 
and  operational  employment  of  these  new  forces  to  'encompass 
fighting  under  all  conditions  of  weather  and  terrain  in  all 
types  of  war,  nuclear  and  conventional,  and  all  types  of 
combat,  attack  as  well  as  defense  and  delay. 'ias 

Von  Senger  believed  the  division  was  especially  suited 
for  employment  as  an  operational  reserve.  He  believed  the 
reliance  on  ground  reserves  for  central  Europe  was  not  wise 
due  the  anticipated  devastation  that  would  be  caused  by  air 
interdiction,  artillery  and  nuclear  fires  in  a  major  war. 

The  airmechanized  force's  mobility  could  be  exploited  in 
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such  situations.134  Von  Senger  Saw  a  need  to  employ 

infantry  with  the  airmechanized  force  to  hold  ground.120 

Von  Senger  argued  that  the  limitations  of  the 

helicopter  are  no  more  difficult  to  overcome  than  the 

difficulties  of  other  innovations  in  previous  eras.  He 

cedes  the  vulnerability  of  the  helicopter,  but  argues  that 

it  is  no  more  So  than  other  vehicles  on  the  battlefield. 

It  is  always  Surprising  that  losses  of  helicopters 
in  their  tens  are  decried  while  tank  losses  in 
their  hundreds  (Some  2000  in  the  Tom  Kippur  War) 
appear  to  be  acceptable.  The  helicopter  in  the 
forward  area  Survives  by  its  tactics  and  by  its 
Speed  and  agility,  and  by  Spending  the  minimum 
time  in  that  zone. 120 

The  airmechanized  division  would  require  a  Significant 

logistics  effort.  Von  Senger  believed  it  would  not  be  out 

of  proportion  to  that  required  to  support  the  new  ground 

mechanized  forces.  He  said: 

All  technological  progress  has  to  be  paid  for  by  a 
higher  logistic  effort.  This  has  to  be  off-Set 
against  the  Substantial  increase  in  combat 
effectiveness  which  Such  progress  affords.12-7 

The  airmechanized  division  is,  as  one  author  concluded, 

an  evolutionary  rather  than  revolutionary  concept.128  The 

lfBAV's  predecessors,  cavalry  and  armor,  were  first  employed 

as  Supporting  arms.  Just  like  massed  cavalry  and  armored 

forces,  the  massed  aviation  forces  of  the  airmechanized 

division  offer  Significant  potential  as  an  operational 

maneuver  element. 

The  division  incorporates  three  main  components; 
airmobile  infantry,  the  MBAV,  and  the  light  airmobile  armor 
vehicles.  Two  of  these  are  reflected  in  our  current 
aviation  force  structure.  The  airmobile  infantry  is 
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incorporated  into  our  air  assault  division,  and  the  UBAV  is 
Similar  to  our  AH-64.  Von  Senger’S  idea  of  organizing 
airmechanized  divisions  (consisting  of  one  MBAV  brigade,  an 
air  transport  brigade,  and  an  airmobile  brigade)  would  give 
the  operational  commander  tremendous  flexibility. 

The  third  component,  the  heavy  lift  option,  does  not 
appear  to  be  viable.  Ten  years  after  Simpkin  first  proposed 
airlifting  light  armored  vehicles  the  TT.S.  Army  Still  does 
not  have  a  heavy  lift  helicopter*3*  Fueling  both  air  and 
ground  vehicles  through  an  air  line  of  communication  would 
be  impossible  to  accomplish.  Given  current  resource 
constraints  and  the  difficulty  of  Supporting  such  a  concept, 
it  cannot  be  seriously  considered  for  the  near  term  future. 

AirLand  Battle  Future  Corps  Aviation. 

In  recognition  of  the  changes  in  the  threat  and 
political  Situation  in  Europe,  the  U.S.  Army  has  undertaken 
a  'Study  to  examine  alternative  warfighting  concepts  and 
designs  to  execute  the  Airland  Battle  Future  umbrella 
concept.'*30  The  concept  envisions  a  nonlinear  and  extended 
battlefield  where  a  corps  is  given  an  area  of  operations 
that  far  exceeds  the  typical  Sector  of  the  current  corps.131 
The  restructured  threat  is  expected  to  rely  heavily  on  fire 
to  achieve  decisive  results.*33  To  counter  this  threat, 
friendly  force  commanders  will  rely  heavily  on 
reconnaissance  and  surveillance  to  See  the  enemy  before  he 
sees  them,  then  long  range  artillery  and  rapid  maneuver  to 
destroy  the  enemy  forces.*33 

The  AirLand  Battle  Future  (ALBF)  concept  calls  for  an 
increased  role  for  aviation,  in  particular  attack 
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helicopters.  Most  of  the  attack  helicopters  currently  in 
the  divisions  would  be  consolidated  into  brigades  under  a 
corps  aviation  Structure.134  Figure  4,  Appendix  B,  depicts 
a  proposed  corps  aviation  organization  under  the  ALBF 
concept.  The  proposed  organization  has  a  total  complement 
of  469  rotary  wing  (including  48  CH-47’S)  and  five  fixed 
wing  aircraft.  There  are  150  (AH-64)  attack  helicopters  (70 
armed  LHX13°  are  allotted  for  Scout/observer  duties) 
consolidated  in  one  organization.  The  assault  helicopter 
brigade  has  120  UH-SO’S  to  Support  the  light  infantry 
division’s  air  assault  operations.  The  ALBF  corps  aviation 
appears  to  have  considerable  potential  for  operational  air 
maneuver . 

The  logistics  Support  Structure  for  the  brigade  has  not 
been  developed,  nor  have  final  conclusions  on  the 
sustainment  capability  of  the  organization.  Considering  the 
heavy  demands  from  ground  maneuver  units  for  the  medium  lift 
helicopters,  the  organization  does  not  appear  to  have  enough 
lift  capability  to  support  itself  in  conducting  operational 
level  air  maneuver. 

The  concept  for  employment  of  the  corps  calls  for 
employing  the  attack  helicopter  brigades  in  conjunction  with 
ground  maneuver  forces  to  destroy  the  enemy  forces  as  part 
of  a  coordinated  fire  Strike.  Aviation  fires  would  be 
coordinated  by  the  corps  fire  support  element.13*  This 
indicates  that  the  intent  of  the  new  organization  is  not  so 
much  air  maneuver,  particularly  at  the  operational  level, 
but  rather  to  provide  aviation  units  to  Support  ground 
maneuver.  This  is  no  different  from  the  current  concept  of 
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assigning  aviation  brigades  to  the  divisions.  The  concept 
could  actually  result  in  less  helicopters  being  available 
for  operational  maneuver  as  it  represents  an  overall 
reduction  in  corps  aircraft. 

Summary  of  Rotary  Wing  Air  Maneuver  Capabilities 

Rotary  wing  aviation  forces  possess  tremendous 
potential  for  employment  as  operational  maneuver  forces. 

They  have  a  high  mobility  potential  with  their  Speed, 
agility  and  flexibility.  They  can  move  rapidly  over  the 
battlefield  to  concentrate  fires  where  needed.  They  have 
great  potential  for  shock  and  disruption.  While  certainly 
more  vulnerable  than  armor  to  the  lethal  effects  of  fires  on 
the  modern  battlefield,  rotary  wing  forces  rely  on 
Supporting  fires  from  the  other  combined  arms  team  members, 
intelligence,  and  tactics  for  protection.  U.S.  Army  air 
assault  and  attack  helicopter  forces,  in  particular,  possess 
the  characteristics  for  operational  maneuver. 

The  flexibility  and  lethality  of  the  air  assault 
division  makes  it  well  suited  for  a  role  in  operational 
maneuver.  The  ability  of  the  division  to  mass  infantry  and 
attack  helicopters  quickly  over  great  distances  gives  the 
operational  commander  flexibility  not  available  in  other 
forces,  offering  him  the  capability  for  Seizing  the 
initiative  from  the  enemy. The  unit  requires  additional 
lift  assets  to  conduct  division  sized  operations  for  more 
than  a  few  days.  The  division  aviation  brigade  is  not 
organized  as  an  air  maneuver  brigade.  Combat  Support  and 
assault  aviation  are  grouped  in  one  organization  limiting 
the  brigade’s  ability  to  concentrate  on  air  maneuver. 
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The  corps  aviation  brigade  is  capable  of  conducting 
operational  maneuver.  The  Subordinate  attack  groups,  when 
activated,  give  the  brigade  the  capability  to  sustain  a 
Sizeable  aviation  operation  for  an  extended  period. 
Organizing  the  brigades  with  the  attack  groups  in  the 
reserve  components  prevents  the  organizations  from  achieving 
the  level  of  training  required  for  large  Scale  maneuver. 

Cm  rent  employment  concepts  favor  placing  the  attack  groups 
in  Support  of  ground  maneuver  divisions  or  using  them 
individually  for  cross  forward  line  of  own  troops  (FLOT) 
deep  attacks  similar  to  cavalry  raids.  The  brigade  does 
not  have  the  medium  lift  assets  to  perform  its  support 
missions  for  other  corps  units  and  to  support  mass  air 
maneuver  operations  at  the  tempo  that  would  be  required. 

The  airmechanized  division  offers  a  potential  for 
operational  air  maneuver.  However,  two  of  the  three  main 
components  (airmobile  infantry,  the  MBAV,  and  the  heavy  lift 
option)  are  already  reflected  in  our  current  aviation  force 
structure.  The  airmobile  infantry  is  incorporated  into  our 
air  assault  division,  and  the  MBAV  is  similar  to  our  AH-64. 
The  third  component,  the  heavy  lift  option,  does  not  appear 
to  be  viable  due  to  the  absence  of  an  affordable  heavy  lift 
helicopter  and  the  difficulty  of  supporting  both  an  aviation 
and  armored  force  over  an  air  line  of  communications. 

The  AirLand  Battle  Future  Corps  Aviation  appears  to 
have  excellent  potential  for  air  maneuver.  More  than  any 
other  existing  or  conceptual  aviation  organization,  it  could 
provide  the  ability  to  mass  Sufficient  attack  helicopter 
forces  to  defeat  large  enemy  armor  formations.  The 


35 


preliminary  employment  concept*  being  developed  do  not 
address  air  maneuver.  Rather  it  appear*  to  be  an 
organization  designed  to  consolidate  aviation  asset*  within 
the  corps.  Aviation  units  would  then  be  task  organized  to 
support  ground  maneuver  forces. 

IV.  SUMMARY  AMD  CONCLUSIONS 

We  are  therefore  certain  that  no  rule#  of  any  kind 
exist  for  maneuver,  and  no  method  or  general 
principle  can  determine  the  value  of  the  action; 
rather,  Superior  application,  precision,  order, 
discipline,  and  fear  will  find  the  means  to 
achieve  palpable  advantage  in  the  most  Singular 
and  minute  circumstances. 

Carl  von  Clausewitz1** 

Historically,  commanders  have  used  Specialized  maneuver 
forces  having  superior  Speed,  agility,  and  flexibility  to 
increase  the  tempo  of  battle  to  a  level  higher  than  the 
opponent  can  achieve.  These  forces,  often  operating 
independently  or  in  advance  of  the  main  effort,  have 
achieved  their  results  as  much  from  Shock  effect  and 
Surprise  as  from  firepower.  One  common  characteristic  of 
these  forces  has  been  the  mobility  advantage  they  held  over 
other  forces  on  the  battlefield. 

In  the  past  cavalry  and  armor  forces  have  successively 
filled  the  maneuver  role.  More  recently,  rotary  wing  air 
assault  and  attack  forces  have  been  used  to  perform 
maneuver,  but  only  at  the  tactical  level.  The  Army  has 
created  a  force  Structure  that  supports  air  maneuver  at  the 
tactical  level.  Each  division  has  an  aviation  brigade  made 
up  of  a  mixture  of  attack  and  assault  helicopters. 
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In  practice,  aviation  id  employed  more  in  a  fire 
Support  role  than  ad  a  maneuver  force.  Small  aviation 
elements  (battalions  and  companies)  are  typically  task 
organized  to  Support  ground  maneuver  brigades.  This  use  of 
aviation  amounts  to  'penny-packeting '  the  assets,  and 
dilutes  combat  power.  The  writings  of  Brigadier  Simpkin  and 
General  von  Senger,  backed  up  by  our  own  experience  in 
Vietnam,  indicate  a  much  greater  potential  for  rotary  wing 
aviation  forced. 

Army  aviation  forced  have  the  capability  to  perform  air 
maneuver  at  the  operational  level.  Aviation  units  have  a 
Significant  mobility  advantage  over  the  other  arms,  and 
current  attack  helicopters  can  equal  tanks  in  their  ability 
to  kill  enemy  weapon  systems.  They  are  much  less  affected 
by  terrain  and  battlefield  congestion  than  other  combat 
forces.  Their  Speed,  agility  and  flexibility  will  enable 
them  to  set  the  tempo  higher  than  any  other  force  on  the 
battlefield.  While  current  aviation  forces  have  limitations 
and  vulnerabilities,  technology  and  employment  tactics  have 
come  a  long  way  in  overcoming  them. 

Simpkin  and  von  Senger’S  airmechanized  divisions  offer 
potential  for  air  maneuver  at  the  operational  level.  This 
author  does  not  accept  the  arguments  of  Simpkin  and  Major 
Darrell  Crawford1**  about  the  utility  of  the  heavy  lift 
option.  Adding  armor  protection  to  the  helicopter  would 
begin  a  process  that  might  yield  an  aircraft  that  is  too 
large  and  too  expensive  to  deploy  and  operate.  The  idea  of 
combining  airmobile  infantry  and  powerful  attack  helicopter 
elements  in  a  division  organization  is  an  evolutionary 
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concept.  It  id  not  a  big  Step  to  go  from  our  current  air 
assault  and  aviation  organizations  to  the  airmechanized 
division.  And,  ad  Crawford  wrote,  we  do  not  have  to  wait 
for  advanced  aircraft  to  implement  thede  ideas.  None  of  the 
forced  mentioned  above  offers  more  potential  for  mass  air 
maneuver  than  the  proposed  AirLand  Battle  Future  corps 
aviation  structure. 

The  proposed  corps  aviation  organization  would  allow 
the  massing  of  a  full  brigade  of  attack  helicopters  at  a 
time.  This  mass  is  required  for  the  division  to  achieve  the 
Shock  and  destructive  effect  likely  to  be  required  to  defeat 
the  massive  armor  forces  of  a  future  mid-  to  high-intensity 
war.  Addition  of  an  air  assault  infantry  brigade  would  give 
the  organization  a  ground  holding  capability  to  complement 
its  ability  to  dominate  ground. 

The  air  maneuver  force  should  be  developed  on  a 
division  base,  with  sufficient  assets  to  Sustain  itself  in 
high  tempo  mass  air  maneuver  operations.  The  new 
organization  should  give  the  commander  the  flexibility  to 
employ  the  assets  in  support  of  ground  maneuver  when 
necessary.  However,  emphasis  in  both  doctrine  and  structure 
should  be  on  mass  air  maneuver.  This  requires  a  new  way  of 
thinking  about  aviation. 

In  the  past  the  17. S.  Army  has  emphasized  consolidating 
its  helicopters  into  larger  organizations  as  a  means  of 
managing  the  assets.  Under  the  concept  this  author  is 
proposing,  aviation  elements  should  be  divided  into  maneuver 
and  combat  support  elements.  The  maneuver  elements  would 
include  sufficient  medium  and  utility  (and  heavy  lift  when 
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fielded)  aircraft  to  sustain  independent  large  air  maneuver 
operations.  Other  corps  units  would  draw  aviation  support 
from  a  corps  combat  Support  aviation  battalion  or  brigade 
Separate  from  the  air  maneuver  division.  The  aviation 
commander  would  be  a  maneuver  commander,  not  bothered  by  the 
responsibility  to  Support  other  commanders  at  the  Same  time 
as  he  is  trying  to  employ  his  maneuver  assets. 

V.  IMPLICATIONS 

It  is  not  big  armies  that  win  wars; 
it  is  the  good  ones. 

Maurice  de  Saxe140 

The  major  implication  of  this  Study  is  that  the  U.S. 
Army  has  a  requirement  for  a  highly  mobile  operational 
maneuver  force.  In  its  aviation  elements,  the  Army  has  the 
potential  for  such  a  force.  However,  current  doctrine  does 
not  emphasize  the  employment  of  aviation  in  mass  to  achieve 
operational  results.  The  Army  should  take  advantage  of  the 
upcoming  doctrine  and  organizational  structure  revisions  to 
develop  and  field  an  aviation  force  that  is  optimized  for 
operational  air  maneuver. 

While  the  immediate  result  of  this  organizational 
change  should  be  a  division  sized  force,  it  is  not  difficult 
to  envision  corps  Sized  air  maneuver  forces  consisting  of 
air  assault  and  air  maneuver  divisions  being  fielded  in  the 
next  century.  The  LHX  program,  and  its  follow-on,  will 
undoubtedly  yield  faster,  more  agile,  and  more  powerful 
helicopters.  These  may  more  closely  approximate  von  Sengers 
MBAV  than  the  AH- 6 4 .  However,  we  must  not  hold  up  the 
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fielding  of  the  new  organization*  while  we  wait  for  a  better 
machine . 

The  tenet*  of  AirLand  Battle  provide  a  preacription  for 

*uccedd  on  the  future  battlefield.  Ifr .  Jame*  J.  Schneider 

and  Lieutenant  Colonel  Lawrence  L.  Izzo  eloquently  de*cribed 

the  effect  created  by  the  operational  arti*t'*  correct 

application  of  the*e  tenet*: 

The  operational  arti*t  *eek*  to  maneuver 
di*per*ed.  He  *warm*  to  create  a  center  of 
gravity  fa*ter  than  hi*  opponent  ( agility ).  He 
create*  thi*  concentration  of  combat  power  at  a 
decisive  point  and  time  (synchronization) .  After 
the  blow  i*  delivered  he  quickly  disperse*  in 
preparation  for  the  next  encounter.  Hi*  force* 
continue  the  maneuver  of  swarm- f ight-disperse 
sequentially  and  simultaneously  throughout  the 
depth  of  the  theater  of  operation*.  The 
cumulative  victories  of  each  encounter,  governed 
by  an  overall  strategic  framework,  serve  to  set 
the  terms  of  the  operation*  and  So  maintain  the 
initiative. 1A1 

More  than  any  other  force  on  the  battlefield,  Army 
Aviation  can  provide  the  operational  commander  the  agile, 
flexible,  and  responsive  force  required  to  create  this 
effect.  We  must  act  today  to  develop  the  aviation  force  we 
will  need  tomorrow. 
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APPENDIX  A.  AIRCRAFT  CAPABILITIES 


Type 

Aircraft 

Weapon 

Systems' 

Maximum  Number 
of  Rounds 

Maximum 
Effective  Ranye 
(meters) 

Endurance 

(hrs.min) 

Maximum 
External  load 
(pounds) 

Averaie 

Speed1 

(knots) 

1 

20  mm  Cannon 
M197  (Vulcan) 

950 

1.500 

2:00 

1.380 

120 

2.7S-in  Rocket 

38  (Two  rocket  pods 
of  19  each) 
or 

14  (Two  pods 
of  7  each) 

5,200 

TOW 

8 

Begums 

■Ml 

AH-64 

30-mm 

Chain  Gun 

1.200 

3.000 

1:45 

6.200 

140 

2.75-in 

Rocket 

76  (Four  rocket  pods 
of  19  each) 

5.200 

Hellfire 

Missile 

16 

6.000 

'<!*•»  *#  ormrd  with  my  tyfifm  or  fMiiindM,  1/  nmmiim  reeaW*  e»e  rrdmefd 

•Lmw-UvoI  flight  for  planning  rooto  l«  e*»d  /fe*e  drag  ottotk  lorgrt.  Nog  of  iho  forth  flight  igffd  oufrogtt  U  knoto  (t 5  KMfH). 


CHARACTERISTICS  OF  U.S.  ATTACK  HELICOPTERS 
U.S.  Army  Command  &  General  Staff  College  (USACGSC)  Student  Text  ST  100- 
3,  Battle  Book:  Center  fop  Army  Tactics,  Fort  Leavenworth,  KS: 

USACGSC,  1988,  p.  3-9. 


Type 

aircraft 

Mai  ran|t 
(NM) 

Cruise  speed 
(knots) 

Enduuncc 

(hour?) 

Noimal  payload 

Hbs) 

UH  60 

326 

145 

2  25 

3.360 

CH-47D 

317 

140 

2.5 

20.206 

CHARACTERISTICS  OF  U.S.  UTILITY/ 
MEDIUM  LIFT  HELICOPTERS 
Ibid,  p.  3—10. 
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APPENDIX  B.  AVIATION  ORGANIZATION  CHARTS 


FIGURE  1.  THE  AIR  ASSAULT  DIVISION 
Source:  The  Air  Assault  Div.  and  Bde.  Operations  Hanual .  FT.  Campbell 
KY:  101st  Abn  Div  (AIR  ASSAULT),  Aug  1988,  p.  1-11  (Fig.  1-2). 


FIGURE  2.  CORPS  AVIATION  BRIGADE 
Source:  FM  1-100,  page  2-10. 


FIGURE  3.  BRIGADIER  SIMPKIN’S  AIRMECHANIZED  DIVISION 
Sources  Simpkin,  "Ai  mechanized  Forces, ’  p.  56. 
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NOTE  ON-StO  MAY  REPLACE  LHXDUE  TO  FUTURE  FUNONO  UNCGTTAJNTY 

FIGURE  4.  AIRLAND  BATTLE  FUTURE  AVIATION  ORGANIZATION 

Source:  ALBF,  p.  71-32. 
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BASIC  AIRMECHANIZED  BRIGADE 

(WITHOUT  SERVICE  SUPPORT  ELEMENTS) 


52  >  OH 
36  «  LTH 
56  >  AH(MBAV) 


(The  ••>*{«*«•»!>  »l«*  it* 'i  'iCiC^.11  Hy  ci’iil  trm  in  any  M.nuJ jriliM.\l  NATO  *'r  n.ili-maily  aii.CfM  ) 


BASIC  AIRMECHANIZED  DIVISION 


AIRi’ECMANIZEP  AIRTRANSPORT  AIRMOBIlt 

URIOACE  BRIGADE  BRIGADE 


(28  MBAV  EACH)  (60  TRANSPORT  HELICOPTERS) 


(  n*c  \yinbnU  Hi*  not  in;»CH».irilv  cnnfnrm  in  ant  \uiHl.irilnc<l  NATi*  nr  nun-nail,  ,n;»cct!  *wtcm  ) 


FIGURE  3.  VOM  SEHGER’S  AIRMECHANIZED  FORCE 
Source:  Von  Sender (  p.  14. 
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